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Abstract
The study of form factors has many phenomenologically interesting applications, one of
which is Higgs plus gluon amplitudes in QCD. Through effective field theory techniques
these are related to form factors of various operators of increasing classical dimension. In
this paper we extend our analysis of the first finite top-mass correction, arising from the
operator Tr(F 3), from N = 4 super Yang-Mills to theories with N <4, for the case of three
gluons and up to two loops. We confirm our earlier result that the maximally transcendental
part of the associated Catani remainder is universal and equal to that of the form factor
of a protected trilinear operator in the maximally supersymmetric theory. The terms with
lower transcendentality deviate from the N = 4 answer by a surprisingly small set of terms
involving for example ζ2, ζ3 and simple powers of logarithms, for which we provide explicit
expressions.
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1 Introduction
In this paper we extend the study of form factors of the operator Tr(F 3) initiated in [1,2] at
two loops with an external state containing three gluons of positive helicity. The importance
of these form factors arises from their connection to the effective theory for Higgs plus many
gluon processes. In this approach, the one-loop gluon-fusion diagram involving a loop of top
quarks is replaced by a set of local interactions in an expansion in 1/mt where mt is the top
mass. This expansion has the form [3,4]
Leff = Cˆ0O0 + 1
m2t
4∑
i=1
CˆiOi + O
(
1
m4t
)
, (1.1)
where Oi, i = 1, . . . , 4 are dimension-7 operators made of gluon field strengths and covariant
derivatives, and O0 := H Tr(F 2). Cˆ0, Cˆi are the matching coefficients and are proportional
to 1/v, where v is the Higgs field vacuum expectation value. Due to the equations of motion,
in pure Yang-Mills one can eliminate two of the four operators in the sum [4, 5], and the
remaining two operators can be chosen to be H Tr(F 3) and H Tr
(
DµF νρDµFνρ
)
. One is
then led to the study of the form factors of the two operators
Tr(F 3) = Tr(F 3ASD) + Tr(F
3
SD) ∝ OC +OC , OM ∝ Tr
(
DµF νρDµFνρ
)
, (1.2)
where ASD stands for the anti-selfdual part of the gluon field strength (which is the only
part contributing at two loops for our external state).
Our main goal is to identify some universal structures in the expressions of such form
factors, in particular across different classes of operators and for various amounts of super-
symmetry. Several hints of this universality have already been found in related investigations.
In particular, in [6] it was found that the form factor remainder for the half-BPS bilinear
scalar operator Tr(X2) in N =4 super Yang-Mills (SYM) captures the maximally transcen-
dental part of the remainder computed in pure Yang-Mills of the operator Tr(F 2) with a
state of three gluons [7].1 In turn, these particular form factors compute the leading-order
Higgs plus gluon amplitudes in the 1/mt expansion, related to the term O0 in (1.1).
This surprising coincidence was the motivation for the study begun in [8–10] of form
factors of operators containing three scalar fields in N =4 SYM. In particular, it was found
in [10] that at two loops, the minimal form factor for the non-protected operator Tr(X[Y, Z])
has the same maximally transcendental part of the minimal form factor remainder of the
protected operator Tr(X3). The Tr(X[Y, Z]) operator (or more precisely a certain admixture
of it with a fermion bilinear) is a descendant of the simplest non-protected operator, namely
the Konishi. While the form of universality we alluded to earlier is across different theories,
this new appearance is across different types of operators. Other purely transcendental
terms of decreasing transcendentality three to zero (which we will refer to as “pure” terms)
were found in the remainder for Tr(X[Y, Z]), and unexpected connections of these terms to
1Here X denotes one of the three complex scalar fields of the N =4 theory.
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certain spin-chain remainder densities in the SU(2) sector [11] were identified. This was quite
surprising since the operator Tr(X[Y, Z]) belongs to a different sector, namely the SU(2|3)
sector [12].
The calculation of [10] was a stepping stone for the computations of the form factors of
the operator OC in N = 4 SYM in [1]. More precisely, in that paper two different opera-
tors were considered: OC and a particular supersymmetric completion thereof denoted by
OS , belonging to the Konishi supermultiplet, whose MHV form factors have recently been
computed [13]. It was found in [1] that the maximally transcendental part of these form
factors with an external state of three gluons is one and the same across theories with any
amount of supersymmetry, including pure Yang-Mills (or QCD), and also identical for OS
and OC. These form factors in turn describe the first subleading corrections to Higgs + many
gluons in the 1/mt expansion. Unlike the case of the operator Tr(X[Y, Z]), the remainders
for OS and OC show a new feature in that they are accompanied by “non-pure” terms, i.e.
terms of transcendentality degree ranging from three to zero which are further multiplied by
ratios of kinematic invariants. Interesting relations across terms with varying degree of tran-
scendentality were observed in [2] as a consequence of requiring the absence of unphysical
singularities in soft/collinear limits.
In this paper we quantify these findings by providing explicit expressions for the remainder
functions in N =2, 1 SYM, both for the component operator OC and for its supersymmetric
version OS , whose form factors can be simply obtained by a truncation [14] of the result
of [13] (we note in passing that we will never need to know the explicit expression of the
operator OS , only of its MHV super form factors).
An important disclaimer is in order here. Throughout our calculations we use four-
dimensional expressions of amplitudes and form factors as input in the unitarity cuts. As
mentioned in [2], there are examples in N = 4 SYM where it has explicitly been observed
that four-dimensional cuts are sufficient for computing finite remainders, namely for four-
[15], five- [16] and six-point [17] two-loop remainders of MHV amplitudes. This happens
because of the absence of so-called µ2-terms (that can only be detected by performing cuts
in D dimensions) at four points, and because of remarkable cancellations in the five- and
six-point cases which occur thanks to the particular definition of the remainder function.
To the best of our knowledge, no such examples exist with N < 4 supersymmetry. We
cannot a priori exclude the presence of such µ2-terms, and the potential modifications to the
finite remainder function they could induce, however we do mention that our result passes
several consistency checks. These include reproducing the correct infrared and ultraviolet
divergences, and soft/collinear factorisation at two loops. Furthermore, we observe that the
relevant one-loop form factor used throughout this paper as obtained from four-dimensional
cuts is also correct in D dimensions [18], i.e. its expression has no additional µ2-terms. This
quantity plays a twofold roˆle, in that it enters cuts of two-loop form factors, and is also used
in the definition of our two-loop remainders.
The results of our investigation can be summarised as follows:
1. The maximally transcendental part of the form factors of the operators OS and OC is
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the same as that of the half-BPS operator Tr(X3) in the N =4 SYM theory, regardless
of the amount of supersymmetry (including N = 0) [1]. The latter statement was
confirmed by a recent explicit computation in [19].
2. The non-pure terms of our remainders are identical to those computed in the maximally
supersymmetric theory.
3. The only differences arise in the pure terms at transcendentality below four, and are
limited to a very restricted type of terms involving ζ2, ζ3 and simple powers of loga-
rithms (after disentangling the mixing). The results of our calculations are collected
in Tables 4 and 5.
The rest of the paper is organised as follows. In Section 2 we briefly discuss the operators
studied in this paper and their tree-level form factors, while in Section 3 we summarise
the one-loop calculation. In Section 4 we move on to calculate the two-loop minimal form
factors in theories with less than maximal supersymmetry. In Section 5 we compute the
Catani two-loop form factor remainder functions in N =2, 1 SYM. We conclude in Section 6
with a discussion of our results, their implications, and a number of consistency checks.
2 Operators and tree-level form factors in N = 1, 2, 4
As explained in detail in [1, 2], a central point of our discussion consists of appropriately
translating the operator OC ∝ Tr(F 3ASD) to a supersymmetric completion OS =OC + O(g).
In [1] we have identified OS for the case of N = 4 SYM as a Supersymmetric descendant
of the Konishi, generated by acting with tree-level supercharges on the lowest-dimensional
operator in the multiplet. Notably, the Component operator OC is contained within OS .
The key point to make here is that similar supersymmetric completions of OC can be
obtained in N = 2, 1 SYM by an appropriate truncation [14]. We will see shortly that for
the concrete calculations in this paper, we will only need OS for N =2 SYM.
We now review some of the ingredients of the calculations. For both operators, the tree-
level minimal form factor with the external state of three positive-helicity gluons is given by
F
(0)
OS ,OC(1
+, 2+, 3+; q) = −[12][23][31] . (2.1)
Next, we recall the tree-level MHV super form factors [20] of the full Konishi multiplet in
N =4 SYM have been constructed and expressed in a compact formula in [13],
〈1, 2, . . . , n|K(θ, θ¯)|0〉(0)MHV =
e
∑n
l=1[l|θ¯θ|l〉+ηl〈θl〉
〈12〉 · · · 〈n1〉
∑
i≤j<k≤l
(2−δij)(2−δkl)ABCDηˆiAηˆjB ηˆkC ηˆlD〈jk〉〈li〉 ,
(2.2)
where ηˆA := ηA + 2[λ˜ θ¯A] and ηA are the usual on-shell superspace coordinates labelling the
external on-shell states. The θAα and θ¯Aα˙ label the components of the Konishi super-multiplet.
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MHV form factors of OK are obtained by setting θ = θ¯ = 0, while the form factors of OS
are obtained by setting θ¯ = 0 and extracting the θ8-term:
F
(0)
OS ,MHV(1, 2, . . . , n; q) =
1
144
δ(8)(
∑n
i=1 ηiλi)
〈12〉 · · · 〈n1〉
∑
i≤j<k≤l
(2−δij)(2−δkl)ABCDηiAηjBηkCηlD〈jk〉〈li〉 .
(2.3)
More details on the form of the operator OS can be found in Section 2.2 of [2] and in
particular a number of examples of four-point tree-level form factors relevant to unitarity
cuts below are given in (2.13)-(2.20) of [2], describing the differences between OS and OC.
Truncation to N = 2 and N = 1 SYM. Following [14], we can truncate formula (2.3)
to find the corresponding quantity in N = 2 SYM. This will contain the operator Tr(F 3),
with appropriate additional N = 2 completion terms. In order to do so, we first recall the
form of the Nair on-shell superfields for N =4, N =2 and N =1 SYM. These are given by:
N =4 : g(+)(p) + ψA(p)ηA + 1
2
φAB(p)ηAηB +
1
3!
ψ¯ABC(p)ηAηBηC + g
(−)(p)η1 · · · η4 ,
N =2 : g(+)(p) +
2∑
I=1
ψI(p)ηI + Sη1η2 +
(
S¯ +
2∑
I=1
ψ¯I34(p) ηI + g
(−)(p)η1η2
)
η3η4 ,
N =1 : g(+)(p) + ψ1(p) η1 +
(
ψ¯234(p) + g(−)(p)η1
)
η2η3η4 ,
(2.4)
where in the first line A,B,C = 1, . . . , 4.
In order to reduce (2.3) to the form appropriate for N = 2 SYM we have to project the
superfields for each external particle. In practice this means that we drop all terms which
are linear in η3 or η4 for each particle in an N = 4 super form factor and super amplitude.
The state sums in unitarity cuts are still performed using
∫
d4η for each internal leg.
We can apply the same procedure to the case of N =1 SYM, however the supersymmet-
ric completion of Tr (F 3) would only introduce additional four-gluino terms which at our
perturbative order and with our external state cannot contribute and hence are dropped.
3 One-loop minimal form factors
For the reader’s convenience we quote here the one-loop correction to the minimal form
factor of the operators OS and OC, calculated in [18,2]2:
F
(1)
OS ,OC(1
+, 2+, 3+; q) = i F
(0)
OS ,OC
2× + s23 × + cyclic(1, 2, 3)
 .
(3.1)
2Expressions for the one-loop master integrals can be found in Appendix A.
5
For the purpose of the current discussion an important observation is in order here. The result
for the one-loop form factor of the two operatorsOC andOS is not only operator-independent,
but also theory-independent, i.e. the same whether computed in pure or supersymmetric
Yang-Mills. This is due to the fact that both the tree-level form factor (2.1) and the four-
gluon tree-level amplitude entering the one-loop cut are identical in any Yang-Mills theory.
Theory-dependence will manifest itself at two and higher loops where the differences in
matter content of the theories will become important.
4 Two-loop minimal form factors in N <4 SYM
We now compute the minimal form factors FOS (1
+, 2+, 3+; q) and FOC(1
+, 2+, 3+; q) at two
loops and in theories with less-than-maximal supersymmetry.
4.1 An effective supersymmetric decomposition
There are two modifications one needs to take into account when decreasing the number of
supersymmetries, N , from the maximal value of N =4.
Figure 1: Four unitarity cuts used to construct the integrand for the two-loop form factor of
FOS ,OC(1
+, 2+, 3+; q). Cut (i) and (iii) are both operator- and theory-independent. Cut (ii) is
operator-independent, but theory dependent due to the presence of a one-loop sub-amplitude. Fi-
nally, cut (iv) probes both the specific operator and the theory, see also Table 1.
First, in computing the two-loop remainder functions the subtraction of the universal
infrared divergences for theories with less-than-maximal supersymmetry must be substituted
by a more general formula introduced by Catani [21], featuring the non-zero beta function
of the theory.
Second, the two-loop integrand constructed in [2] using the generalised unitarity cuts
presented in Figure 1 above may receive contributions from different states depending on the
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field content of the theory. The various supersymmetric and non-supersymmetric theories
differ by the number of scalars and fermions in the vector multiplet. Hence, the key to
understanding the difference between two-loop form factors in these theories lies in computing
the individual contributions of scalars and fermions to the two- and three-particle cuts shown
in Figure 1.
However, inspecting the cuts in Figure 1 carefully, it is clear that only (ii) and (iv) are
sensitive to the field content of the theory since they feature a non-minimal form factor or a
one-loop amplitude. Indeed, cut (iii) involves only a tree-level form factor and an amplitude
with gluons as external states, rendering it independent of the field content of the theory.
Cut (i) is slightly more subtle as it features a one-loop form factor which can in principle
involve fermions and scalars running in the loop. For this particular configuration of external
states, however, the cut of the one-loop form factor consists solely of tree-level quantities
with gluons as external states, as shown in Figure 2.
Figure 2: Two-particle cut of the one-loop form factor F
(1)
OS ,OC(1
+, 2+, 3+; q).
Thus we conclude that only cuts (ii) and (iv) are sensitive to the amount of supersym-
metry. Even so, cut (ii) depends on the field content only through the one-loop amplitude,
whose cut-constructible part receives additional contributions proportional to bubble inte-
grals compared to the N =4 SYM case [22]. We will show this explicitly for different values
of N in Section 4.2.
Finally, the last cut, (iv), also depends on the particular matter content due to the
nontrivial sum over internal fermions and scalars running in the loops. However, the story
for the two operators OS and OC unfolds in two different ways. For OC, the only possible
matter-dependent contributions to cut (iv) involve an internal state with a positive-helicity
gluon and two adjacent scalars or fermions. Hence, the situation is entirely parallel to that
of cut (ii), in that the matter content dependence is restricted to one-loop sub-diagrams.
This allows us, for the case of OC, to use a supersymmetric decomposition of the calculation
as done in [22] for one-loop amplitudes. This is a remarkable and important simplification
which does not apply to a generic two-loop amplitude computation. In the following we will
obtain the result of this cut as a function of cB (the number of complex scalar fields) and cF
(the number of Weyl fermions) in each theory. This computation will be presented in detail
in Section 4.3.
The situation for OS is different because this operator contains additional terms giving
rise to modifications to tree-level form factors due to the length-four terms inside OS ; fur-
thermore, OS depends on whether we consider the N = 4 or N = 2 theory due to the state
sum reduction. We also recall that there is no distinction between the OC and OS cases in
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N =1 SYM – the only possible differences between the two operators are four-gluino terms,
which cannot contribute to the process under consideration.
We briefly summarise in Table 1 what we know about the contributions from the individ-
ual cuts so far, and next we discuss modifications arising from the two- and three-particle
cuts in turn.
Theory-independent? OS same as OC?
Two-particle cut
(i) : F (1) × A(0) 3 3
(ii) : F (0) × A(1) 7 3
Three-particle cut
(iii) : q2-channel 3 3
(iv) : s23-channel 7 7
Table 1: Summary of the theory- and operator-dependence of the unitarity cuts of the two-loop
form factor.
4.2 Modifications to the two-particle cut
The two-particle cut with F (0) × A(1), presented in Figure 1(ii) contains a four-point one-
loop amplitude. If the matter content is changed compared to that of N = 4 SYM the
amplitude will be modified by additional bubble integrals [22–24]. Fortunately, for the four-
point amplitude the modification is very simple. Explicitly, we have [22,25]
A
(1)
N≤4(`
−
1 , `
−
2 , 2
+, 3+) = A
(1)
N=4(`
−
1 , `
−
2 , 2
+, 3+)− β0A(1)N=1 chiral(`−1 , `−2 , 2+, 3+) , (4.1)
where β0 is the first coefficient of the beta function of the theory in question (see Table 2 for
its values in our conventions), and
A
(1)
N=1 chiral(`
−
1 , `
−
2 , 2
+, 3+) = A(0)(`−1 , `
−
2 , 2
+, 3+)× . (4.2)
Once multiplied by the usual tree-level form factor (2.1), this additional contribution gives
rise to a new topology, absent in N =4 SYM:
β0
Tr+(1`2`1132)
s12s13
× . (4.3)
We note that this integral is free of any ambiguities as numerator terms involving powers of
`21 or `
2
2 would lead to scaleless integrals. Moreover, we do not expect to observe this integral
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in any of the other cut channels we considered – thus, we can simply add it to the integrand
of the two-loop form factor. Finally, as indicated in Table 1, this cut is universal for both
operators OS and OC and therefore its contribution to the integrands of both form factors
is the same.
The important point we wish to make here is that, upon integral reduction, such an ad-
ditional contribution can only produce two-loop integrals of sub-maximal transcendentality.
As a consequence, the maximally transcendental part of the result remains unaltered by
modifications of this cut, as already observed in [1].
4.3 Modifications to the three-particle cut
Having considered all modifications to two-particle cuts arising from studying different su-
persymmetric Yang-Mills theories, it remains to inspect more closely the individual con-
tributions of scalars and fermions to the calculation of the s23-channel three-particle cut,
presented in Figure 1(iv). We do this in detail for the component operator OC, which is the
case compatible with a supersymmetric decomposition, as discussed earlier in Section 4.1.
Using the relevant expressions for tree-level form factors and amplitudes explicitly quoted
in (4.20)-(4.26) of the companion paper [2], and leaving the R-symmetry multiplicities un-
specified as cF for fermions and cB for scalars, after some manipulation we can bring all the
scalar and fermion terms to a compact form:
〈46〉
〈23〉〈34〉〈62〉
[
1
s56
(
[1|54|1](−cF s45 + 1
2
cBs46) + [1|64|1](−cF s46 + 1
2
cBs45)
)
+
1
s45
(
[1|65|1](−cF s56 + 1
2
cBs46) + [1|64|1](−cF s46 + 1
2
cBs56)
)]
.
(4.4)
We can then draw the corresponding integrals in this expression term-by-term:
First term = × F
(0)
OS
s12s23s31
(−cF s45 + 1
2
cBs46) Tr+(26431541) , (4.5)
Second term = × F
(0)
OS
s12s23s31
(cF s46 − 1
2
cBs45) Tr+(16413462) , (4.6)
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Third term = × F
(0)
OS
s12s23s31
(cF s56 − 1
2
cBs46) Tr+(24631651) , (4.7)
Fourth term = × F
(0)
OS
s12s23s31
(−cF s46 + 1
2
cBs56) Tr+(14613462) . (4.8)
The reduction of these integrals with complicated-looking numerators leads to surprisingly
simple results. For example, the term in (4.5) reduces to
− cB(6d+ 4d
2 − 5d3 + d4) + cF (40d− 40d2 + 14d3 − 2d4)
24(d− 4)2(d− 3)(d− 2)(d− 1)(p2 · p3) ×
− cB(−96 + 137d− 53d
2 + 6d3) + cF (−96 + 84d− 12d2)
12(d− 4)(d− 1)(3d− 8) × ,
(4.9)
which, after explicit evaluation, turns out to be of transcendentality three and lower. Again,
we see that regardless of the number of fermions and scalars present in the theory, their
contribution is submaximal in transcendentality. As a result, we arrive at the important
conclusion that the maximally transcendental part of the two-loop form factor is universal
for Yang-Mills theories with any amount of supersymmetry, as anticipated in [1]. As far as
QCD is concerned the same conclusion holds – the presence of fermions in the fundamental
representation only alters group theory factor and does not lead to new types of integrals.
A final observation is in order. In (4.9), which is the result of the integral reduction of
(4.5), we see two two-loop master topologies arising. While the first topology is perfectly
consistent with the cut we are considering – three-particle in the s23-channel, the second
topology arising from the reduction does not have a cut in this channel. Demanding con-
sistency of the cut and the topology it gives rise to, we conclude that such contribution is
inconsistent and therefore we drop it from the result.
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5 Remainder functions in N <4 SYM
5.1 Catani form factor remainder and renormalisation
For theories with N < 4 supersymmetry, which have non-vanishing beta function, one must
take into account renormalisation. Catani’s remainder is expressed in terms of renormalised
quantities, and hence we need to first discuss how these are related to the bare quantities
(which is what we calculate).
We begin by noting that in the MS scheme, the bare coupling constant as a function of
the renormalised coupling at a scale µ, denoted by a(µ), is given by [21]
aUS =
(
µ
µ0
)2
a(µ)
[
1− a(µ)β0

+ a2(µ)
(
β20
2
− β1
2
)]
+O(a4(µ)) , (5.1)
where S := (4pi)
e−γE and β0, β1 are the first two coefficients of the beta function for the ’t
Hooft coupling,
β(a(µ)) := µ
∂a(µ)
∂µ
, (5.2)
and β(a) = −2a− 2a2β0 − 2a3β1 +O(a4). Note that we define the ’t Hooft coupling as
a =
g2N
(4pi)2
.
The values of β0 are well-known for any SU(N) gauge theory [26]
β0 =
11
3
− 1
6
∑
i
Ci
N
− 2
3
∑
j
C˜j
N
, (5.3)
where the first sum is over all real scalars and the second sum over all Weyl fermions with
quadratic Casimirs Ci and C˜j respectively. Since we are dealing with Yang-Mills theories
without matter, all fields are in the adjoint representation and thus Cj = C˜j = N . For
convenience, we list in Table 2 below the values of β0 and β1 for N =0, 1, 2, 4.
N # real scalars # Weyl fermions β0 β1
4 6 4 0 0
2 2 2 2 0
1 0 1 3 6
0 0 0 11/3 34/3
Table 2: Field content and values for β0 and β1 for Yang-Mills theories with N = 0, 1, 2, 4
supersymmetry.
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Form factors can be interpreted as amplitudes in theories where an additional operator
O with coupling λ has been added to the Lagrangian. If the operator is multiplicatively
renormalisable, then the coupling λ is renormalised as3
λU = λ(µ)
[
1− a(µ)γ0

+
a2(µ)
2
(ρ2
2
− ρ1

)]
+O(a4(µ)) . (5.4)
Thus, we can write a renormalised form factor in two ways, either as functions of bare or
renormalised quantities. Up to two loops we have
FRO = λ(µ)
[
(FRO )
(0) + a(µ)(FRO )
(1) + a2(µ)(FRO )
(2)
]
+O(a4(µ))
= λU
[
(FUO )
(0) + aU(FUO )
(1) + (aU)2(FUO )
(2)
]
+O((aU)4) . (5.5)
Using (5.1) and (5.4) in the above equation, we can solve for the renormalised form factors
in terms of the bare ones, arriving at the following relations:
(FRO )
(0) = (FUO )
(0) , (5.6)
(FRO )
(1) =
(
µ
µ0
)2
(FUO )
(1)
S
− γ0

(FUO )
(0) , (5.7)
(FRO )
(2) =
(
µ
µ0
)4
(FUO )
(2)
S2
− 1

[
(β0 + γ0)
(
µ
µ0
)2
(FUO )
(1)
S
+
ρ1
2
(FUO )
(0)
]
+ (FUO )
(0) ρ2
22
,
(5.8)
where the superscripts U and R stand for unrenormalised and renormalised.
An important comment on operator mixing is in order here. As fully discussed in Sec-
tion 5.1 in the companion paper [2] for the case of N = 4 SYM the operator Tr(F 3) and
its supersymmetric completion mix with the operator OM ∼ Tr(DµFνρDµF νρ). The mixing
manifests itself in the non-vanishing off-diagonal term of the mixing matrix in Eqn. (5.12)
in [2]. However this term is directly related to the UV divergence of the sub-minimal two-
loop form factor of Tr(F 3) computed in Section 4.7 of [2]. Importantly, this quantity turns
out to be theory independent since it only gets a contribution from a triple cut involving a
minimal three-point form factor and a five-particle gluon amplitude (see Figure 16 of [2]).
Hence, for all practical purposes this mixing effect is identical in all cases and, hence, the
corresponding UV divergence can be removed universally. The remaining UV divergences
can then be removed by multiplicative renormalisation as described above.
We are now ready to use these expressions and define finite remainders. Having removed
ultraviolet divergences, the final step is to remove the universal infrared ones. At one loop,
the finite remainder is defined as
R(1)() := (FRO )(1) − I(1)() , (5.9)
3We will find later in (6.4) that the quantity ρ2 appearing in (5.4) can be re-expressed in terms of γ0 and
β0 as a simple consequence of µ∂λ
U/∂µ = 0.
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where FR (L)O := (FRO )(L)/(FO)(0), (FRO )(1) is the one-loop renormalised remainder defined in
(5.7), and the expression for I(1)() for n gluons is [27–30]
I(1)() = − e
γ
Γ(1− )
( 1
2
+
β0
2
) n∑
i=1
(
−sii+1
µ2
)−
. (5.10)
Next we introduce the two-loop Catani remainder [21] in the the formulation of [31]. This
is given by
R(2)() := (FRO )(2)()−
1
2
[
(FRO )(1)()
]2
+
β0

(FRO )(1)()
− e−γE Γ(1− 2)
Γ(1− ) (F
R
O )
(1)(2)
(
β0

+K
)
+
n eγE
4Γ(1− ) H
(2) , (5.11)
where n is the number of legs (n = 3 for the case in question). The particular values of K
and H(2) required in order to guarantee the infrared finiteness of the remainder are
KSYM = 2 [(4−N )− ζ2] , (5.12)
H
(2)
SYM = 2 ζ3 +
(4−N )
2
ζ2 , (5.13)
where N > 0 is the number of supersymmetries.4
Away from N = 4 SYM, the values of parameters γ0, ρ1 and ρ2 appearing in (5.7) and
(5.8) are not yet determined. We are now going to fix γ0, which in turn is related to the
one-loop anomalous dimensions of the operators. We will fix the remaining parameters in
the next sections as they require two-loop data.
The constant γ0 can be determined by requiring the finiteness of the one-loop remainder
(5.9) with the one-loop unrenormalised minimal form factor (3.1) as an input. This leads to
the relation
γ0 = −6 + 3
2
β0 . (5.14)
Note that this result is the same for the two operators OS and OC. The one-loop anomalous
dimension of the corresponding operators γ
(1)
OS,C is simply
γ
(1)
OS,C = −2 γ0 = 12 − 3 β0 . (5.15)
In pure Yang-Mills β0 = 11/3 and we get γ
(1)
OS = 1, in agreement with [32]. For N =4 we get
γ
(1)
OS = 12, which is also the correct result [33,34].
4This choice is not unique however. Compared with the conventions of (A.27) and (A.32) of [31] for
N =1 SYM, we have shifted an O() term from KSYM to H(2)SYM. Therefore the latter is shifted by a rational
constant with respect to [31].
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5.2 N =2 SYM
In this section we evaluate the two-loop form factors and the Catani remainder functions of
the operators OS and OC in N =2 SYM.
5.2.1 The N =2 SYM form factors
As indicated by the summary in Table 1, we need to reconsider two types of cuts as they are
theory-dependent: the two particle cut involving a one-loop amplitude and the three-particle
cut in the s23-channel.
There are two possible ways of finding the contribution of the s23-channel three-particle
cut to the two-loop integrand in N < 4 SYM. We can either follow the strategy described
in Section 4 of [2] and solve this cut numerically, or we can use the result for N = 4 SYM
and appropriately subtract the contributions of scalars and fermions described in Section
4.3. In the case of N = 2 SYM we subtract the contribution of 2 Weyl fermions and 4 real
scalars from the N =4 SYM integrand, which amounts to subtracting the integral topologies
(4.5)-(4.8) with cF =2 and cB =4. We have performed the calculation using both methods,
arriving at the same result. For convenience, we present below the outcome of the first
method.
The procedure follows that of Section 4 of [2], with an important modification of the power
counting imposed on the numerator loop momenta. Specifically, the no-triangle property of
N = 4 SYM strongly restricts the power counting of the loop momenta belonging to a one-
loop sub-amplitude. For example, for the cut topology presented in Figure 3, p6 cannot
feature in the numerator since the sub-amplitude can only contain scalar boxes.
Figure 3: One of the cuts of the maximal topology used to solve the s23-channel triple cut. Note
that p6 is part of a one-loop sub-amplitude.
In N < 4 SYM the no-triangle property does not apply, and p6 can now appear in the
numerator. Solving for the N =2 SYM integrand, we indeed observe new integral topologies
which were previously forbidden by the no-triangle property of N =4 SYM. These are shown
as I13 and I14 in Table 3. The last topology, I15 arises from the one-loop amplitude with
N < 4 supersymmetry, cf. (4.3).
The full integrand for the two-loop form factor of OS computed in N =2 SYM, including
the additional contributions from the modified two- and three-particle cuts, can be expressed
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I1 I2 I3 I4
I5 I6 I7 I8
I9 I10 I11 I12
I13 I14 I15
Table 3: Integral basis for the two-loop form factor F
(2)
OS ,OC(1
+, 2+, 3+; q) in N <4 SYM.
in terms the N =4 SYM result plus an offset term:
F
(2)
N=2OS = F
(2)
N=4OS + ∆N=2OS , ∆N=2OS =
15∑
i=5
N ′i × Ii , (5.16)
with the numerators presented in (B.1) and the integrals listed in Table 3. Note in particular
the appearance of two new topologies in Table 3, and denoted as I13 and I14. As discussed
in Section 4.2, the modification identified from two-particle cuts is directly added to the
integrand and is denoted as topology I15. Similarly, the full integrand for the two-loop form
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factor of OC computed in N =2 SYM can be expressed as
F
(2)
N=2OC = F
(2)
N=4OC + ∆N=2OC , ∆N=2OC =
15∑
i=5
Nˆi × Ii , (5.17)
with the numerators presented in (B.2).
Having obtained the integrand for the two-loop form factors of OS and OC in N =2 SYM,
we follow the usual procedure of reduction to master integrals with the help of LiteRed [35,36]
and evaluation using the known expressions of the master integrals of [37, 38].
5.2.2 The N =2 SYM remainders
We now evaluate the two-loop remainder function given in (5.11) for the operators OS and
OC, using the renormalised form factors (5.6)–(5.8) as input.
The first observation to make is that demanding the finiteness of the two-loop remainder,
we can fix the parameters appearing in the renormalised expressions, with the results:
γ0 = −3 , ρ2 = 3 , ρ1 ,OS = −2 , ρ1 ,OC = −3 . (5.18)
Next we move on to the finite N =2 SYM remainder. In order to present it efficiently and at
the same time highlight its main features, in Table 4 below we quote the difference between
the N =2 and N =4 SYM remainders, slice by slice in transcendentality degree.5
Transc. R(2)N=2OS −R
(2)
N=4OS R
(2)
N=2OC −R
(2)
N=4OC
4 0 0
3 −5
2
ζ2[log(uvw) + 3 log(−q2)]− 112 ζ3 −52 ζ2[log(uvw) + 3 log(−q2)]− 112 ζ3
2 18 ζ2 18 ζ2
1 14
3
[log(uvw) + 3 log(−q2)] 3[log(uvw) + 3 log(−q2)]
0 −65
2
−45
4
Table 4: Difference between two-loop Catani remainders of operators OS and OC when calculated
in N =4 and N =2 SYM, split by transcendentality degree.
Table 4 immediately shows the main feature of our result: it is almost identical to that
of the remainder obtained in N =4 SYM! In more detail:
1. The transcendentality-four slices of the remainders for OS and OC are identical and
equal to that in the N =4 SYM theory, i.e. this quantity is universal, with the univer-
sality extending also to pure Yang-Mills and QCD [1].
5For the reader’s convenience we also write in Appendix C the complete N =4 SYM remainder.
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2. The difference between the remainders of operators when computed in N < 4 and
N = 4 SYM is limited to a small number of terms as detailed in the table. Recalling
the result of [1] for the N =4 SYM remainder, also quoted in Appendix C, we see that
that expression contains “pure” terms, i.e. purely transcendental functions, as well as
“non-pure” terms, which have rational prefactors. For instance, at transcendentality
three we found the prefactors {u
v
,
v
u
,
v
w
,
w
v
,
u
w
,
w
u
}
, (5.19)
while at transcendentality two the list of prefactors is{
u2
v2
,
v2
u2
,
u2
w2
,
v2
w2
,
w2
u2
,
w2
v2
}
. (5.20)
Strikingly, such non-pure terms in the N =2 SYM remainder are exactly the same as
in N =4 SYM quoted in (C.5) and (C.7). As Table 4 shows, only pure logarithms, and
ζ2 and ζ3 terms appear in the difference, without any rational prefactor. In [2] it was
shown that these rational prefactors in the N =4 SYM result do not lead to unphysical
soft/collinear singularities in the remainder function. That discussion applies also to
the present context, since the additional terms we find for reduced supersymmetry do
not have any new pole singularity in such kinematic limits.
3. Inspecting Table 4 we can further infer that the difference between the remainders of
OS and OC when computed in N = 2 SYM only contains terms of transcendentality
degree 1 and 0.
4. A final comment is in order. Throughout this paper we have used four-dimensional am-
plitudes and form factors as inputs to the unitarity cuts. Consequently our integrands
might miss so-called “µ2-terms”, which might survive loop integration and could affect
some of the rational numbers quoted in Table 4 (see [39,40] for recent examples of the
appearance of such terms in N =2 SQCD).
5.3 N =1 SYM
5.3.1 The N =1 SYM form factors
For N = 1 SYM, the operators OS and OC have the same (non-minimal) tree-level form
factors and as such their remainders are identical. As a result, the integrand for the two-
loop form factor ofOS , OC computed inN =1 SYM can be expressed in terms of its difference
with respect to the N =4 SYM result for OC, as
F
(2)
N=1OS ,OC = F
(2)
N=4OC + ∆N=1 , ∆N=1 =
15∑
i=5
N ′′i × Ii , (5.21)
with the numerators listed in (B.3).
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5.3.2 The N =1 SYM remainders
Similarly to the N = 2 SYM case, by demanding the finiteness of the remainder function
we can fix the parameters γ0, ρ1 and ρ2 appearing in the renormalised remainders, with the
result:
γ0 = −3
2
, ρ2 = −9
4
, ρ1 = −9
2
. (5.22)
Next, we present our result in terms of the difference between the remainder computed in
N =1 SYM and those computed in N =4 SYM, see Table 5.
Transc. R(2)N=1OS ,OC −R
(2)
N=4OS R
(2)
N=1OS ,OC −R
(2)
N=4OC
4 0 0
3 −15
4
ζ2[log(uvw) + 3 log(−q2)]− 334 ζ3 −154 ζ2 log(uvw)− 334 ζ3
2 243
8
ζ2
243
8
ζ2
1 13
2
[log(uvw) + 3 log(−q2)] 9
2
[log(uvw) + 3 log(−q2)]
0 −339
8
−135
8
Table 5: Difference between two-loop Catani remainders of operators OS and OC when calculated
in N =4 and N =1 SYM, split by transcendentality degree.
Inspecting Table 5, we realise that the discussion in Section 5.2.2 can be repeated almost
verbatim.6 The transcendentality-four part of the N =1 remainder is identical to that in the
N = 4 SYM theory, confirming its universality [1]. The difference between the remainders
of operators is limited only to a small number of pure terms, i.e. terms without rational
prefactors of the type u/v or u2/v2 (and permutations thereof), with all the non-pure terms
in the N = 1 SYM remainder being the same as in N = 4 and N = 2 SYM, given in (C.5)
and (C.7). Only pure logarithms, and ζ2 and ζ3 terms make an appearance in the differ-
ence, without rational prefactors. Again, this is consistent with the absence of unphysical
soft/collinear singularities in the remainder function, as discussed in Section 5.2.2.
6 Discussion
We conclude with a discussion of our results for the remainder functions of the operators
OS and OC in the various supersymmetric theories, and of some consistency checks of our
calculations.
1. The striking property of our result for the remainders in N = 1, N = 2 and pure
Yang-Mills is that their transcendentality-four part is universal and equal to that in
6Including the potential modifications to the rational numbers in Table 5 due to the omission of µ2-terms.
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the N = 4 SYM theory [1]. The difference between the remainders of operators is
restricted to pure terms – terms without rational prefactors of the type u/v or u2/v2
(and permutations). Such differences for the N =2 SYM and N =1 SYM remainders
are listed in Tables 4 and 5. Terms which are allowed in the difference are logarithms,
ζ2 and ζ3 terms.
2. We note that the only multi-scale integrals in our basis in Table 3 are I2, I3 and I4,
and these are all determined by the three-particle cut in Figure 1 (iii). Since this cut
is theory and operator independent, it follows that differences between theories and
operators are confined to single-scale integrals, which can only produce logarithmic
terms. This partially explains the structural similarities between remainders in different
theories and with different operators.
3. The similarity between the remainders in the N = 2, N = 1 and N = 4 SYM theories
must have a reflection in their behaviour under soft/collinear limits for consistency
with factorisation theorems, as we now discuss. In Section 6 of [2] it was shown that
the two-loop form factors of OS and OC in N = 4 SYM factorise onto a subminimal
form factor with two positive-helicity gluons, and importantly this quantity is the-
ory independent. This can be seen by looking at the only contributing cut, shown
in Figure 4 for convenience (the full calculation is presented in Section 4.7 of [2], to
which we refer the reader for further details). Hence, the expectation is that soft and
collinear factorisation for this particular form factor is independent of the theory and
choice of operator. In order to confirm this from our calculation, we recall that the
differences between remainder functions in different theories or for different operators
is confined to logarithmic terms and numerical constants, i.e. the non-pure part of the
two-loop remainder is universal and identical to that of N =4 SYM (shown for conve-
nience in Appendix C). These differences cannot develop any additional soft/collinear
singularities, thereby satisfying the same factorisation properties as in the maximally
supersymmetric theory. This is an important consistency check of our results.
Figure 4: Triple cut of the two-loop subminimal form factor F
(2)
OS ,OC(1
+, 2+; q). This cut is inde-
pendent of the theory and the operator chosen, because the three cut legs can only be gluons.
4. An additional consistency check on our result can be performed by computing the
values of the parameters γ0 and ρ2 entering the Catani remainder (5.11) through the
renormalised form factors. In our calculation these parameters can be determined by
requiring the finiteness of the remainder. To this end, we consider the beta function for
the operator coupling λ introduced in (5.4). Since the left-hand side of that expression
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is independent of µ, the following renormalisation group equation must hold:
0 = µ
∂
∂µ
{
λ(µ)
[
1− a(µ)γ0

+
a(µ)2
2
(ρ2
2
− ρ1

)]
+O(a(µ)3)
}
. (6.1)
Defining γλ through
µ
∂λ(µ)
∂µ
:= λ(µ) γλ , (6.2)
we find that (6.1) leads to the two relations
γλ = −2 a(µ)
[
γ0 + a(µ)ρ1
]
, (6.3)
and
γ20 + β0γ0 = ρ2 . (6.4)
Here (6.4) follows from demanding the cancellation of the −1 poles in the expression
for γλ and is a general relation that must be obeyed by the one-loop quantities β0 and
γ0 and the two-loop quantity ρ2. The values we have determined, quoted in (5.18) and
(5.22) for N = 2 and N = 1 SYM, respectively, obey (6.4), thereby providing a strong
consistency check of our result.
5. Next we comment that our calculation has independently confirmed for N = 1, 2, 4
SYM the values for K and H(2) which enter the two-loop Catani remainder (5.11)
obtained in [41, 42], see e.g. (5.12) and (5.13) of [31]. The particular values of these
constants are crucial to ensure the infrared finiteness of the renormalised remainder.
6. The constant ρ1 is the two-loop anomalous dimension of the operators considered here
(divided by −2) provided that the µ2-terms do not alter the O(1/) part of our result
(note that we have used four-dimensional generalised unitarity throughout). Similar
calculations making use of four-dimensional cuts done in N =4 SYM [10,1] led to the
correct Konishi anomalous dimension in that theory [43]. It would be interesting to
check the values of ρ1 (and the corresponding anomalous dimensions) determined in
this paper with an independent calculation.
The beautiful simplicity of our results for any amount of supersymmetry clearly calls for
a deeper explanation going beyond brute-force perturbative calculations. We will come back
to this in future work.
Acknowledgements
We would like to thank Zvi Bern, John Joseph Carrasco and Henrik Johansson for very
helpful discussions, Claude Duhr for sharing a package for handling polylogarithms, and
20
Lance Dixon, Claude Duhr, Paul Heslop and Elli Pomoni for stimulating conversations.
The work of AB and GT was supported by the Science and Technology Facilities Council
(STFC) Consolidated Grant ST/L000415/1 “String theory, gauge theory & duality”. The
work of MK is supported by an STFC quota studentship. BP is funded by the ERC Starting
Grant 637019 “MathAm”. AB and GT would like to thank the KITP at the University
of California, Santa Barbara, where their research was supported by the National Science
Foundation under Grant No. NSF PHY-1125915. GT is grateful to the Alexander von
Humboldt Foundation for support through a Friedrich Wilhelm Bessel Research Award, and
to the Institute for Physics and IRIS Adlershof at Humboldt University, Berlin, for their
warm hospitality. AB and GT thank the organisers of the 2017 IFT Christmas workshop
and the 2018 Bethe forum [44], where the results of this work were anticipated.
21
A One-loop integral functions
Throughout the paper, we use the following conventions for the one-loop massless scalar inte-
grals in dimensional regularisation (upper/lower-case letters correspond to massive/massless
momenta) [22]:
=
∫
d4−2p
(2pi)4−2
1
p2(p− P )2 = i
cΓ
(1− 2)
(
−P
2
µ2
)−
,
=
∫
d4−2p
(2pi)4−2
1
p2(p− q)2(p− P )2 = −i
cΓ
2
(−P 2/µ2)−
(−P 2) ,
=
∫
d4−2p
(2pi)4−2
1
p2(p−Q)2(p− P )2 = −i
cΓ
2
(−P 2/µ2)− − (−Q2/µ2)−
(−P 2)− (−Q2) ,
=
∫
d4−2p
(2pi)4−2
1
p2(p− q)2(p− q − r)2(p− P )2
= −i 2cΓ
st
{
− 1
2
[(
− s
µ2
)−
+
(
− t
µ2
)−
−
(
− P
2
µ2
)−]
+Li2
(
1− P
2
s
)
+ Li2
(
1− P
2
t
)
+
1
2
log2
(s
t
)
+
pi2
6
}
.
where
cΓ =
1
(4pi)2−
Γ(1 + )Γ(1− )2
Γ(1− 2) .
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B Numerators
In this appendix we present the numerators of the integral topologies which constitute the
two-loop integrands for minimal form factors of OS and OC in N = 2, 1 SYM. The integral
topologies, denoted as Ii, i = 1, . . . , 15 are presented in Table 3.
B.1 Two-loop integrand for the OS form factor in N =2 SYM
The integrand for the two-loop form factor of OS computed in N =2 SYM can be expressed
in terms of its difference with respect to the N = 4 SYM result presented in Appendix B.1
of [2], as
F
(2)
N=2OS = F
(2)
N=4OS + ∆N=2OS , ∆N=2OS =
15∑
i=5
N ′i × Ii ,
with the numerators
N ′5 =
2s3ks2`
3s23
− s1ks2`
s12
+
5s3k
3
− 4s23s1k
3s12
− s1ks3k
3s12
+
s22`
3s23
+
2s23
3
+ (p2 ↔ p3, k ↔ `) ,
N ′6 =
s2ks1` + s12s2k + s12s3k − s23s1k
3s13
− s3ks1`
3s12
+
s2k + s3k
3
− s23s1`
s12
,
N ′7 = N
′
6
∣∣∣
p2↔p3
,
N ′8 = 3−
s1`
3s12
+
s1`
s13
+
4s12
3s13
+
2s2k + s3k + 4s3`
3s23
,
N ′9 = N
′
8
∣∣∣
p2↔p3
,
N ′10 = 1 +
2(s2k + s3k)
3s23
+
s12s2k + s12s3k
3s13s23
+
s13s2k + s13s3k
3s12s23
− s1k + 3s13
3s12
− s1k + 3s1`
3s13
,
N ′11 = N
′
10
∣∣∣
p2↔p3
,
N ′12 =
2
s23
+
4s12
3s13s23
+ (p2 ↔ p3, k ↔ `) ,
N ′13 = s2` +
(s1k + s13)s2` − (s2k + s23)s1`
s12
− s1`(s2k + s23)
s13
,
N ′14 = N
′
13
∣∣∣
p2↔p3
,
N ′15 = 2
Tr+(1`k132)
s12s13
.
(B.1)
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B.2 Two-loop integrand for the OC form factor in N =2 SYM
The integrand for the two-loop form factor of OC computed in N =2 SYM can be expressed
in terms of its difference with respect to the N = 4 SYM result presented in Appendix B.2
of [2], as
F
(2)
N=2OC = F
(2)
N=4OC + ∆N=2OC , ∆N=2OC =
15∑
i=5
Nˆi × Ii ,
with the numerators
Nˆ5 =
s1ks2`s3k
s12s23
+
s1ks3k
s12
+ (p2 ↔ p3, k ↔ `) ,
Nˆ6 = −s23s1`
s12
,
Nˆ7 = Nˆ6
∣∣∣
p2↔p3
,
Nˆ8 =
2s1`
s12
+
s1k + s1`
s13
− s2k + s3k + s3`
s23
− s1`s2k
s12s23
− (s1` + s12)s2k + (s3k + s3`)s12
s13s23
,
Nˆ9 = Nˆ8
∣∣∣
p2↔p3
,
Nˆ10 = 1− s1`
s13
+
s13
s12
,
Nˆ11 = Nˆ10
∣∣∣
p2↔p3
,
Nˆ12 =
s1`
s12s23
− s12
s13s23
− 1
s23
+ (p2 ↔ p3, k ↔ `) ,
Nˆ13 = s2` +
s1ks2` − s1`s2k − s1`s23 + s13s2`
s12
− s1` (s2k + s23)
s13
,
Nˆ14 = Nˆ13
∣∣∣
p2↔p3
,
Nˆ15 = 2
Tr+(1`k132)
s12s13
. (B.2)
B.3 Two-loop integrand for the OS and OC form factors in N = 1
SYM
Finally, we quote the result for the two-loop form factors calculated in N = 1 SYM. As
explained in Section 2, there is no difference between the form factors of the supersymmetric
and component operators for our particular external state. As a result, the integrand for the
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two-loop form factor of OS , OC computed in N = 1 SYM can be expressed in terms of its
difference with respect to the N =4 SYM result for OC presented in Appendix B.2 of [2], as
F
(2)
N=1OS ,OC = F
(2)
N=4OC + ∆N=1 , ∆N=1 =
15∑
i=5
N ′′i × Ii ,
with the numerators
N ′′i =
3
2
Nˆi, i = 5, . . . , 15 . (B.3)
C The N =4 SYM remainder functions
In this appendix we quote the expression of the N = 4 SYM remainder function computed
in [1]. In fact we will need a small modification of that result, since in this paper we are
using the Catani definition of the remainder function, while in [1] we used the BDS definition
(which is standard in N =4 SYM). The N =4 SYM Catani remainder is related to the BDS
remainder as
R(2)O,Catani = R(2)O,BDS − ζ3
[
3 log(−q2) + log(uvw)− 6]− 33
8
ζ4 , O = OS ,OC . (C.1)
Finally we quote the N =4 two-loop BDS remainder of OS and OC obtained in [1]. At each
transcendentality degree k < 4, denoted by R(2)O;k, there are pure terms and terms that are
multiplied by rational prefactors that depend on the kinematics, that is
R(2)O;k = R(2)O;k
∣∣∣
pure
+R(2)O;k
∣∣∣
non-pure
. (C.2)
Explicitly we have that at transcendentality four there is only a pure term which is identical
to the BPS two-loop remainder of [9],
R(2)OS ;4 = R
(2)
BPS = −
3
2
Li4(u) +
3
4
Li4
(
−uv
w
)
− 3
2
log(w) Li3
(
−u
v
)
+
1
16
log2(u) log2(v)
+
log2(u)
32
[
log2(u)− 4 log(v) log(w)
]
+
ζ2
8
log(u)
[
5 log(u)− 2 log(v)
]
+
ζ3
2
log(u) +
7
16
ζ4 + perms (u, v, w) .
(C.3)
At transcendentality three, there is a pure term and a non-pure term, namely
R(2)OS ;3
∣∣∣
pure
= Li3(u) + Li3(1− u)− 1
4
log2(u) log
(
vw
(1− u)2
)
+
1
3
log(u) log(v) log(w)
+ ζ2 log(u)− 5
3
ζ3 + perms (u, v, w) ,
(C.4)
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R(2)OS ;3
∣∣∣
non-pure
=
u
w
{[
− Li3
(
− u
w
)
+ log(u)Li2
(
v
1− u
)
+
1
2
Li3
(
−uv
w
)
+
1
12
log3(w)
− 1
2
log(1− u) log(u) log
(
w2
1− u
)
+
1
2
log(u) log(v) log(w) + (u↔ v)
]
+ Li3(1− v)− Li3(u) + 1
2
log2(v) log
(
1− v
u
)
− ζ2 log
(uv
w
)}
+ perms (u, v, w) .
(C.5)
Likewise, at transcendentality two, we have
R(2)OS ;2
∣∣∣
pure
= −Li2(1− u)− log2(u) + 1
2
log(u) log(v)− 13
2
ζ2 + perms (u, v, w) (C.6)
R(2)OS ;2
∣∣∣
non-pure
=
u2
v2
[
Li2(1− u) + Li2(1− v) + log(u) log(v)− ζ2
]
+ perms (u, v, w) .
(C.7)
Finally, the transcendentality one and zero are simply
R(2)OS ;1 =
(
−4 + v
w
+
u2
2vw
)
log(u) + perms (u, v, w) , (C.8)
R(2)OS ;0 = 7
(
12 +
1
uvw
)
. (C.9)
For OC we have
R(2)OC ;i = R
(2)
OS ;i , i = 4, 3, 2 ,
R(2)OC ;1 = R
(2)
OS ;1 + 2 log(uvw) ,
R(2)OC ;0 = R
(2)
OS ;0 −
51
2
.
(C.10)
26
References
[1] A. Brandhuber, M. Kostacin´ska, B. Penante, and G. Travaglini, “Higgs amplitudes
from N = 4 super Yang-Mills theory,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 119 no. 16, (2017) 161601,
arXiv:1707.09897 [hep-th].
[2] A. Brandhuber, M. Kostacin´ska, B. Penante, and G. Travaglini, “TrF 3
supersymmetric form factors and maximal transcendentality Part I: N = 4 super
Yang-Mills,” arXiv:1804.05703 [hep-th].
[3] D. Neill, “Two-Loop Matching onto Dimension Eight Operators in the Higgs-Glue
Sector,” arXiv:0908.1573 [hep-ph].
[4] S. Dawson, I. M. Lewis, and M. Zeng, “Effective field theory for Higgs boson plus jet
production,” Phys. Rev. D90 no. 9, (2014) 093007, arXiv:1409.6299 [hep-ph].
[5] J. A. Gracey, “Classification and one loop renormalization of dimension-six and
dimension-eight operators in quantum gluodynamics,” Nucl. Phys. B634 (2002)
192–208, arXiv:hep-ph/0204266 [hep-ph]. [Erratum: Nucl. Phys.B696,295(2004)].
[6] A. Brandhuber, G. Travaglini, and G. Yang, “Analytic two-loop form factors in N =4
SYM,” JHEP 05 (2012) 082, arXiv:1201.4170 [hep-th].
[7] T. Gehrmann, M. Jaquier, E. W. N. Glover, and A. Koukoutsakis, “Two-Loop QCD
Corrections to the Helicity Amplitudes for H → 3 partons,” JHEP 02 (2012) 056,
arXiv:1112.3554 [hep-ph].
[8] B. Penante, B. Spence, G. Travaglini, and C. Wen, “On super form factors of half-BPS
operators in N=4 super Yang-Mills,” JHEP 1404 (2014) 083, arXiv:1402.1300
[hep-th].
[9] A. Brandhuber, B. Penante, G. Travaglini, and C. Wen, “The last of the simple
remainders,” JHEP 1408 (2014) 100, arXiv:1406.1443 [hep-th].
[10] A. Brandhuber, M. Kostacin´ska, B. Penante, G. Travaglini, and D. Young, “The
SU(2|3) dynamic two-loop form factors,” JHEP 08 (2016) 134, arXiv:1606.08682
[hep-th].
[11] F. Loebbert, D. Nandan, C. Sieg, M. Wilhelm, and G. Yang, “On-Shell Methods for
the Two-Loop Dilatation Operator and Finite Remainders,” JHEP 10 (2015) 012,
arXiv:1504.06323 [hep-th].
[12] N. Beisert, “The su(2|3) dynamic spin chain,” Nucl. Phys. B682 (2004) 487–520,
arXiv:hep-th/0310252 [hep-th].
[13] D. Chicherin and E. Sokatchev, “Composite operators and form factors in N =4
SYM,” J. Phys. A50 no. 27, (2017) 275402, arXiv:1605.01386 [hep-th].
[14] H. Elvang, Y.-t. Huang, and C. Peng, “On-shell superamplitudes in N < 4 SYM,”
JHEP 09 (2011) 031, arXiv:1102.4843 [hep-th].
[15] C. Anastasiou, Z. Bern, L. J. Dixon, and D. A. Kosower, “Planar amplitudes in
maximally supersymmetric Yang-Mills theory,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 91 (2003) 251602,
27
arXiv:hep-th/0309040 [hep-th].
[16] Z. Bern, M. Czakon, D. A. Kosower, R. Roiban, and V. A. Smirnov, “Two-loop
iteration of five-point N=4 super-Yang-Mills amplitudes,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 97 (2006)
181601, arXiv:hep-th/0604074 [hep-th].
[17] Z. Bern, L. J. Dixon, D. A. Kosower, R. Roiban, M. Spradlin, C. Vergu, and
A. Volovich, “The Two-Loop Six-Gluon MHV Amplitude in Maximally
Supersymmetric Yang-Mills Theory,” Phys. Rev. D78 (2008) 045007,
arXiv:0803.1465 [hep-th].
[18] D. Neill, “Analytic Virtual Corrections for Higgs Transverse Momentum Spectrum at
O(α2s/m
3
t ) via Unitarity Methods,” arXiv:0911.2707 [hep-ph].
[19] Q. Jin and G. Yang, “Analytic Two-loop Higgs Amplitudes in Effective Field Theory
and Maximal Transcendentality Principle,” arXiv:1804.04653 [hep-th].
[20] A. Brandhuber, O. Gurdogan, R. Mooney, G. Travaglini, and G. Yang, “Harmony of
Super Form Factors,” JHEP 10 (2011) 046, arXiv:1107.5067 [hep-th].
[21] S. Catani, “The Singular behavior of QCD amplitudes at two loop order,” Phys. Lett.
B427 (1998) 161–171, arXiv:hep-ph/9802439 [hep-ph].
[22] Z. Bern, L. J. Dixon, D. C. Dunbar, and D. A. Kosower, “Fusing gauge theory tree
amplitudes into loop amplitudes,” Nucl. Phys. B435 (1995) 59–101,
arXiv:hep-ph/9409265 [hep-ph].
[23] Z. Bern, L. J. Dixon, and D. A. Kosower, “One loop corrections to five gluon
amplitudes,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 70 (1993) 2677–2680, arXiv:hep-ph/9302280
[hep-ph].
[24] J. Bedford, A. Brandhuber, B. J. Spence, and G. Travaglini, “Non-supersymmetric
loop amplitudes and MHV vertices,” Nucl. Phys. B712 (2005) 59–85,
arXiv:hep-th/0412108 [hep-th].
[25] N. Arkani-Hamed, F. Cachazo, and J. Kaplan, “What is the Simplest Quantum Field
Theory?,” JHEP 09 (2010) 016, arXiv:0808.1446 [hep-th].
[26] D. J. Gross and F. Wilczek, “Asymptotically Free Gauge Theories. 1,” Phys. Rev. D8
(1973) 3633–3652.
[27] W. T. Giele and E. W. N. Glover, “Higher order corrections to jet cross-sections in e+
e- annihilation,” Phys. Rev. D46 (1992) 1980–2010.
[28] Z. Kunszt, A. Signer, and Z. Trocsanyi, “Singular terms of helicity amplitudes at one
loop in QCD and the soft limit of the cross-sections of multiparton processes,” Nucl.
Phys. B420 (1994) 550–564, arXiv:hep-ph/9401294 [hep-ph].
[29] S. Catani and M. H. Seymour, “The Dipole formalism for the calculation of QCD jet
cross-sections at next-to-leading order,” Phys. Lett. B378 (1996) 287–301,
arXiv:hep-ph/9602277 [hep-ph].
[30] S. Catani and M. H. Seymour, “A General algorithm for calculating jet cross-sections
28
in NLO QCD,” Nucl. Phys. B485 (1997) 291–419, arXiv:hep-ph/9605323 [hep-ph].
[Erratum: Nucl. Phys.B510,503(1998)].
[31] Z. Bern, L. J. Dixon, and D. A. Kosower, “Two-loop g → gg splitting amplitudes in
QCD,” JHEP 08 (2004) 012, arXiv:hep-ph/0404293 [hep-ph].
[32] G. Ferretti, R. Heise, and K. Zarembo, “New integrable structures in large-N QCD,”
Phys. Rev. D70 (2004) 074024, arXiv:hep-th/0404187 [hep-th].
[33] D. Anselmi, M. T. Grisaru, and A. Johansen, “A Critical behavior of anomalous
currents, electric - magnetic universality and CFT in four-dimensions,” Nucl. Phys.
B491 (1997) 221–248, arXiv:hep-th/9601023 [hep-th].
[34] M. Bianchi, S. Kovacs, G. Rossi, and Y. S. Stanev, “On the logarithmic behavior in
N=4 SYM theory,” JHEP 08 (1999) 020, arXiv:hep-th/9906188 [hep-th].
[35] R. N. Lee, “Presenting LiteRed: a tool for the Loop InTEgrals REDuction,”
arXiv:1212.2685 [hep-ph].
[36] R. N. Lee, “LiteRed 1.4: a powerful tool for reduction of multiloop integrals,” J. Phys.
Conf. Ser. 523 (2014) 012059, arXiv:1310.1145 [hep-ph].
[37] T. Gehrmann and E. Remiddi, “Differential equations for two loop four point
functions,” Nucl. Phys. B580 (2000) 485–518, arXiv:hep-ph/9912329 [hep-ph].
[38] T. Gehrmann and E. Remiddi, “Two loop master integrals for γ? → 3 jets: The planar
topologies,” Nucl. Phys. B601 (2001) 248–286, arXiv:hep-ph/0008287 [hep-ph].
[39] H. Johansson, G. Ka¨lin, and G. Mogull, “Two-loop supersymmetric QCD and
half-maximal supergravity amplitudes,” JHEP 09 (2017) 019, arXiv:1706.09381
[hep-th].
[40] G. Ka¨lin, G. Mogull, and A. Ochirov, “Two-loop N = 2 SQCD amplitudes with
external matter from iterated cuts,” arXiv:1811.09604 [hep-th].
[41] Z. Bern, A. De Freitas, and L. J. Dixon, “Two loop helicity amplitudes for gluon-gluon
scattering in QCD and supersymmetric Yang-Mills theory,” JHEP 03 (2002) 018,
arXiv:hep-ph/0201161 [hep-ph].
[42] Z. Bern, A. De Freitas, and L. J. Dixon, “Two loop helicity amplitudes for quark
gluon scattering in QCD and gluino gluon scattering in supersymmetric Yang-Mills
theory,” JHEP 06 (2003) 028, arXiv:hep-ph/0304168 [hep-ph]. [Erratum:
JHEP04,112(2014)].
[43] M. Bianchi, S. Kovacs, G. Rossi, and Y. S. Stanev, “Anomalous dimensions in N=4
SYM theory at order g4,” Nucl. Phys. B584 (2000) 216–232, arXiv:hep-th/0003203
[hep-th].
[44] A. Brandhuber, M. Kostacin´ska, B. Penante, and G. Travaglini,
“Talks at the XXIII IFT Christmas workshop (Madrid, 2017) and the 2018 Bethe
Forum (Bonn),” 2017. https://workshops.ift.uam-csic.es/Xmas17/program and
https://indico.desy.de/indico/event/18613/.
29
